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THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 

By LORD EUSTACE PERCY. 

On Wednesday, October igth, 1919, at 3 p.m. 
General SIR HERBERT MILES, G.C.B., G.C.hl.G., G.B.E., C.V.O., 

in the Chair. 

Tm CIIAIRMAN: Ladies and Gentlemen, 1 have the pleasure of introducing 
to you Lord Eustace Percy, who is going to give us a lecture this afternoon 
on the League of Nations, but before commencing I hope you will allow 
me to say a few words about the conditions under which we meet to-day. The 
Institution has been closed since September, 19~4, and the last lecture was 
given in April, 1914. I t  was. in September, handed over to the Home Office 
for the use of the Press Bureau, and it was not returned to us until the 
beginning of this month. During the war, of course, it has been shut. W e  
have lost about 600 of our members, killed and died of wounds, but still the 
Institution is flourishing, and the numbers that are coming in shorn that the 
value of the Institution is felt, and we think with the increased number of people 
now who are not only interested in military affairs, but more or less experienced 
in  them, that we shall appeal to a much larger audience, and we hope that tho 
influence of the Institution, as we go on with our lectures and other things, will 
increase and develop. I have now much pleasure in asking Lord Eustacc Percy 
to give his lecture. 

LECTURE. 
UNTIL quite recently any advocate of the League of Nations felt 
obliged to approach his subject, in a gathering of practical men such 
as this, in a n  attitude of apology. Idealistic oratory and pacifist 
polemics had blurred the League to the eyes of men whose business 
in life it is to deal with facts. It appeared as the child of the old 
peace societics; it seemed only a new variation of the arbitration 
movements and the Hague Conferences with which w e  were too 
familiar before the war; every instinct of national pride tended to 
revolt from the surrenders of sovereignty which it seemed to imply. 

To-day this attitude is still prevalent in America, where, even 
more than in England, the supporters of the League have rested their 
case on a n  appeal to international good mill rather than on a demon- 
stration of the hard necessities of international relations, on the desire 
for peace rather than on the requirements of sound policy. But in 
England it is now coming to be realized that the League, as established 
by the Treaty of Peace, is something very different from older schemes, 
and that, whether it be right or wrong, it is now taking a practical 
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TIIE LE.4GUE OF NATIONS 683 

shape which demands investigation and careful consideration. It 
forces itself, indeed, upon the attention of practical men by the support 
which it appears to attract from the most unexpected quarters. The 
remarkable thing about - it is that nations ‘tend to recognize its useful- 
ness at the very points where it most nearly touches their self-interest. 
I have just spoken of the vagueness which characterizes much of the 
American advocacy of the League, but this statement must be quali- 
fied in one particular. There has perhaps been more hard thinking 
about the practical economic side of the League in the United States 
than in any other country. Books like that written by my friend 
Mr. Culbertson, of the American Tariff Board, treat the League as 
a piece of practical commercial statesmanship. Just because the 
interests of the United States are almost wholly wrapped up at the 
present moment in an extension of her foreign trade, the possibilities 
of the League as an international authority for such purposes as the 
suppression of unfair methods of commercial competition-an idea 
already embodied before the war in the International Industrial 
Property Convention and advocated in a much more estended form 
by the International Association of Chambers of Commerce early in 
19x4-therefore immediately impresses the American imagination. In  
the same way, the so-called “ Labour Charter,” included in the Peace 
Treaty, was originally drafted by the British hlinistry of Labour, 
because it is in the United Kingdom that the problem of labour 
conditions is most keenly felt as a dominant national interest. We 
have here, obviously, something very different from the attitude of 
strong nations towards the earlier arbitration movement, when each 
government tried desperately to esempt its own interests and policy 
from the application of the new ideas and to divert internationalism 
into channels where it would be showy but harmless. Indeed, the 
chief danger to the success of the League at  this moment seems to 
be, not that it will lapse quietly into “ innocuous desuetude ” and live 
peacefully on, unnoticed and unhonoured, in the odour of humani- 
tarian sanctity, but that it will be overburdened by miscellaneous and 
incongruous duties, forced upon it by those who are seeking practical 
solutions for urgent national problems-for depreciated currencies, 
inflated prices, industrial unrest, and all the other riddles of recon- 
struction. 

It is from this point of view that I wish to speak of the League 
to-day. There can ,be no healthy internationalism that does not spring 
directly from the needs of national policy, and I advocate the League 
because it appears to me essential to the attainment of every aim to 
which British policy is now directed, just as it is also essential to 
the attainment of similar American, Dutch, or French aims. I believe 
that this can be demonstrated in the case of every great national 
interest, commercial, political, or military. And if this be true, the 
converse is also true-that the League cannot successfully initiate any 
international policy except by strenqthening national organization, 
that only nations intent on certain aims and efficiently organiled for 
their attainment can combine in that “ international co-operation ” 
which is put first in the preamble of the covenant as the purpose of 
the League. 
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684 THE LEAGUE OF NATIOXS 

I t  would be impossible within the scope of a single paper such 
as the present to cover the whole field of British policy to-day and 
to show the connection of the League with each item of our national 
programme. I propose this afternoon to confine myself to two points 
only. I wish first to explain, as a matter of personal experience, 
how the idea of the League shaped itself in my mind as the result 
of nine years’ work in diplomacy; and I wish to conclude my paper 
with a few tentative remarks on the idea of an international police 
force in its relation to British naval and military policy at  the present 
time. 

On former occasions when I have tried to esplain the practical 
meaning of the League in relation to diplomacy, I have been met 
with this kind of reply:-“Of course that is all right, but it does 
not touch the real question raised by the advocates of the League; 
if that is all you mean by the League its purpose could easily have 
been secured by an improvement of the machinery of our diplomacy.” 
That kind of reply is a very significant indication of the may in which 
nearly everyone in this country has been in the habit of regarding 
diplomacy in the past. If a party in Parliament were to point out 
serious anomalies and frictions in the relations between the central 
and local governments in the United Kingdom and were to urge 
constitutional reforms, such as the proposals for federal devolution of 
which we have heard much lately, we should all be dissatisfied if 
the Prime Minister, after admitting the evils complained of, were to 
assure the country that the only reform needed was an improvement 
of the machinery of the Local Government Board. We should 
realize that a Government Department, however efficient, can only 
work within the limits of the constitutional system that gives it birth ; 
that it cannot make the bricks of good government out of the straw 
of bad laws; and that, if the recent esperience of civilized countries 
proves anything, it proves how little reliance can be placed on 
administrative machinery in the absence of sound legislation. The  
same phenomena confront us  on all sides. W e  have learnt that mere 
arbitration or haphazard conciliation is useless in labour disputes- 
that what is needed is a settled constitutional method for the joint 
fixing of wages and working conditions between employers and 
employed. Is there anyone to-day who opposes the Whitley Council 
scheme on the ground that all that is needed in the industrial world 
is an  improvhment of the machinery of the Ministry of Labour or 
a better class of works managers in our factories? 

But, unfortunately, it is our inveterate habit to regard diplomacy 
as a inere skirmishing line on the flanks of national policy. Its 
function, we think, is to explain our policy to other nations, to argue 
them into acquiescence, to pour the oil of words on waters troubled 
by conflicting interests. If it fails to smooth over serious disputes or 
prevent wars-why, let us get ourselves new diplomatists more skilled 
in controversy, better able to “keep their end up ” in conversation 
Ivith foreign Statesmen. That is what we mean by an ‘‘ improvement 
of diplomatic machinery.” But we refuse to countenance any scheme 
which would “ tie our hands” by committing us to joint action with 
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other nations., This is the commonly accepted theory of diplomacy. 
But what are the facts? 

A diplomatist starts out on his work with the conviction that i t  
is his duty to safeguard the interests of his count,ry abroad. Those 
interests, in the case of a great Power like the British Commonwealth 
of Nations, cover the whole field of civilized human activity. Every- 
thing from a potato disease or an epidemic of infantile paralysis, to 
tariff legislation and the government of Colonial dependencies and the 
scale of national armaments, is an international question. The diplo- 
matist quiclilg realizes that he is powerless in face of this mass of 
problems. He is supposed to 
handle them all, but he has neither the technical knowledge nor the 
opportunities of investigation necessary to enable him to deal with 
them properly. IIe constantly sees the smallest and simplest questions 
grow into acute disputes 'mere11 because there is no recognized 
machinery for settling them ; he sees the absurdest suspicions develop 
in the minds of foreign Statesmen and parliaments merely through 
lack of discussion and explanation. But if this were all it might 
perhaps be sufficient to " improve diplomatic machinery "-to convert 
our embassies and consulates abroad into great departments, stocked 
with every imaginable class of experts, lying in wait for misunder- 
standings as they arise. The. diploniatist finds, however, that nations 
have already agreed to discard such haphazard methods, and to narrow 
the field of controversy and niisunderstanding by entering into definite 
agreements by which possible causes of dispute are, as it were, classi- 
fied and provided against in advance. Instead of making each item 
in a Colonial tariff, for instance, the subject of international representa- 
lions, nations agree to confine their customs duties yithin certain 
limits, as in the case of the Franco-British agreement in regard ,to 
the Ivory Coast. The  growth of this treaty system during the last 
century is a development which, I think, has never yet been adequately 
analysed .by any writer on international questions. Look through 
any volume of treaties covering this period and mark how the few 
broad, general obligations of bolt voisi~znge in the 18th century treaty 
of peace-the enibryo*of the present system of " conventional " inter- 
national law-have grown into the voluminous details of the Algeciras 
Act, the Industrial Property Conventions, or the Franco-British 
Declaration of 1904 respecting Egypt and Morocco. Observe the 
provisions of the irreaty of Peace with Germany in regard to the 
revival of treaties. The civilized world has, in fact, for many years 
been living under a settled system of Ih\vs, badly drafted-indeed, 
diffuse and 'uncodified-requiring a wholly disproportionate amount of 
legal advice, and leaving a hundred loopholes for evasion or conflicting 
interpretations-but still covering a very large part of the field of 
national interests and national policy. 

Tt is at this point that the rising diploniatist receives his greatest 
shock. He discovers that, broadly speaking, there is literally no 
means of carrying out this vast system of agreements, no recognized 
machinery for their administration, and no settled procedure for 
construing them in case of doubt or dispute. To be accurate, w e  
must malie some distinction here between the more modern technica!. 

Every day gives birth to a new one. 

VOL. I.XIV. I 
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6% THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS 

treaties, like the Industrial Property Conventions and the Postal Union 
Conventions, and the bulk of international treaties. There has been 
an increasing tendency in late years to provide for the administration 
of certain classes of technical non-controversial agreements, and hence 
have arisen those permanent international bodies which it is now 
proposed that the Secretariat of the League should take under its 
Egis. But these agreements are, generally speaking, the least impor- 
tant from the national point of view from which we are now approach- 
ing  the subject. It is the most-favoured-nation clauses scattered 
through a whole series of treaties, the doubtful delimitation of frontiers, 
the vagueness of agreements covering shipping and the rights of the 
nationals of one country residing in another-to give only a few 
instances-that give rise to international friction, and for such friction 
there is no regular means of settlement. The files of every foreign 
office in Europe are choked with endless correspondence about the 
interpretation of such agreements as the clauses of the Berlin Act 
governing the acquisition of land and the enjoyment of equal trading 
rights. In such correspondence the reader can find in every line 
evidence that the authors have had no opportunity accurately to 
ascertain the facts of the case and see no prospect of settling the 
dispute save by the weariness of long debate. The futility of this 
method of conducting business, the complete irrelevance of nine- 
tenths of his work to the real interests of his fellow countrymen, 
weigh on the diplomatist’s mind till he is reduced to the cynicism of 
despair. He realizes, as politicians and sturdy patriots at home fail 
to realize, that it is not a question of tying the hands of his Govern- 
ment, for they are already tied by binding agreements freely entered 
into; it is a question whether the honest and efficient nation, willing 
and able to carry out these agreements, shall be enabled to reap the 
be‘nefit of them or whether it is to be permanently restricted to inter- 
minable paper controversies with partners who lack the will or the 
means to give practical effect to their engagements. 

And it is to a British diplomatist that such considerations as 
these must present themselves most forcibly. He quickly finds, what 
his countrymen seldom entirely realize, that British administration is 
almost in a class by itself. No other nation except the United States 
and Germany-and possibly Japan-comes within measurable distance 
of British standards of conipete,nce in the business of government, 
and these three possible rivals have weaknesses from which we are 
free. The separation and friction between executive and legislature in 
America, a bad tradition of statecraft in Germany, and the raw 
inexperience of Japan, all affect to a considerable extent the reliability 
of these nations as “contracting parties.” But, from the point of 
view of administrative competence, they are all immeasurably superior 
to our European Allies. The administrative weakness of France and 
Italy, the backwardness of labour legislation, in certain respects, in 
Scandinavia and Greece, are international questions of the first rank. 
Before the war we were already faced with the problem of protecting 
British industrial standards by international agreements on such points 
;IS the prohibition of night work for women in factories, but it proved 
iinpossible to secure the execution of such agreements in the absence 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

D
ea

ki
n 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 L

ib
ra

ry
] 

at
 1

1:
46

 1
3 

M
ar

ch
 2

01
5 



THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS 687 

of any adequate system of factory inspection in European countries 
other than Germany. The wage standards and living conditions of 
the British mercantile marine were constantly threatened by Scandi- 
navian and Greek competition, and international trade unionism alone 
had been unable to equalize conditions. T h e  “Labour Charter” of 
the Peace Treaty springs, not from any vague humanitarian idealism, 
but from the proved necessity of some practical method of meeting 
concrete problems such as these. 

I need not, I think, labour these points. They are already 
sufficiently familiar to students of international conditions, and my 
only excuse for having referred to them at  such length is that few 
realize how large a part such questions have played in ordinary 
diplomatic work in the past. But the objection felt by many people 
to this view of the League is that, whatever demands commercial, 
labour, or  miscellaneous technical problems may make upon the 
diplomatist’s time, they are after all not the most vital part of his 
work. With the memories of the war and of the troubled years 
preceding it fresh in our minds, i t  may well be urged that the most 
vital function that diplomacy has to discharge is its contribution to 
the problem of national defence. What  relation does the League 
bear to this supreme problem? 

It bears, I think, the very closest relation to it, but before examining 
this aspect of the League there are two (preliminary points to be 
noticed. In the first place, the League, by bringing the civil services 
of the nations into direct contact, by setting up recognized international 
organs for the administration of agreements and the examination of 
outstanding questions, will do more to eliminate serious international 
conflict, and therefore to reduce the problem of national defence to 
manageable dimensions, than is generally realized. National pride 
and the ambitions of statecraft may promote mars, but they are after 
all only the matches dropped into the ammunition dump. The dump 
itself, the explosive material in international relations, consists mainly 
of popular suspicions and resentments, born of false views of self- 
interest, garbled facts and arguments, and interminable delays in the 
settlement of comparatively simple questions. The humdrum 
machinery of the League will provide a powerful antidote to this 
restless irritation by concentrating the attention of the nations on 
practical problems. ilIoreover, the working of this machinery may 
well touch even major international problems. W e  know, for instance, 
how large a part in the great Anglo-German controversy was played 
by the Bagdad Railway and the whole idea of RIittel-Europa. In 
the Wilhelmstrasse and at Potsdam this was conceived as a strategic 
policy, but it was preached throughout Germany as an economic one. 
It was the economic argument that won the support of the German 
people. W e  know how, during the war, this argument vanished into 
thin air at the first breath of practical discussion; how completely 
the German people came to realize the irrelevance of the Balkan and 
Levant trade to their real economic needs. It is, to my mind, 
inconceivable that such popular misconceptions could have arisen if 
there had been any international machinery for the joint study of 
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688 TIIE LE.1GUE OF NATIONS 

economic questions and for the publication and open discussion of 
the results of such study-inconceivable that such study would not 
Aave purged the project from all taint of strategic designs and made 
it an international undertaking controlled by an Interstate Commerce 
Commission.” 

The second point I wish to touch on constitutes the last chapter 
in my sketch of a diplomatist’s experience. It was tlie war itself 
that finally demonstrated the absurdity of diplomatic methods and 
standards. The British diplomatist had been trained to regard the 
strength of other nations as a menace and a disturbance to the interests 
of tiis own country; he had been taught by jingoes ” to watch with 
hostility, and check where possible, the growth of foreign commercial 
systems, the development of foreign political institutions, to note with 
satisfaction their weaknesses and defects ; he had heard liberal philan- 
thropists oppose the development of British policy in various directions 
on the ground that British strength would arouse enmity abroad. 
And all this was quite logical. Every extension of national policy 
inevitably touches the policy of other nations at various points, and 
where there is no regular and recognized machinery of adjustment 
any such contact must mean friction and p r o  tiinfo, danger. In such 
circumstances, inaction seems the only road to peace. But war threw 
the diplomatist into a totally new atmosphere. As the alliance became 
organized, as definite unity of command was gradually achieved in 
each sphere, military, economic, and political, lie found himself 
engaged more and more in a desperate effort to increase the strength 
of other nations, to stimulate their organization, to encourage them 
in a new concentration of power, even where the results of their action 
meant temporary inconvenience to important British interests. ’The 
platitude that no nation really grows strong by the weakness of its 
neighbours, or rich by their poverty, acquired new and practical 
meaning for him. Froni this, more than from anything else, has 
sprung the policy of the League, and I claim that that policy is no:, 
like the old arbitration and pacifist niovenients, one of national self- 
denial and surrender, but a gospel of national strength. 

Nevertheless, when all this is said, the overshadowing problem of 
national defence still remains. We have not eliminated-we can never 
eliminate-either the ambitions of statecraft or popular passions. 
Fiume and the Saar Valley are warnings that pride and land-hunger 
are still potent international forces ; and the Peace Conference has 
sufficiently proved that these forces cannot always be met by denion- 
strating that extensions of territory, demanded by national sentiment 
and tradition, are economically futile or politically shortsighted. So 
lo!g as these forces are at \vorli, war may. result from them, and 
British diplomacy, in conjunction with the military and naval General 
StatTs, is responsible for advising the Government how it may defend 
these islands and the Empire from the danger of foreign attack. 

The advice which I believe the Foreign Office, the War Ofice, 
and the Admiralty should unite in giving to the Government is to 
throw itself wholeheartedly into the policy of the League. The 
League is designed to meet these great dangers no less than to facilitate 
normal international intercourse or to forestall needless causes of 
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THE LE.iGUE OF NATIOXS 689 

friction. This may seem a bold claim, but I think it can be justified. 
Recent discussion has, I think, shown clearly that the real alternative 
to the League in the mind of practical men is a definite restriction 
of British commitments abroad. W e  used to associate this policy 
with “ little Englanders,” the advocates of a “ splendid isolation,” 
the political adherents of- the “ blue water school.” W e  saw during 
the war that, in the United States, it was this general school of 
thought that most strenuously opposed American intervention. 
To-day, lion-ever, this policy of restricted commitments has changed 
hands; it is now the policy of those who oppose the League and 
advocate in its place a system of military alliances between the western 
nations-of those who yesterday opposed British military action in 
tile East and \vho to-day, with great consistency and logic, advise 
u s  to was11 our hands of Eastern and Central Europe, of Bohemia, 
Poland, and the Dallians. This policy is quite coherent and practical, 
and I am far from denying the force oi the arguments used in its 
favour. Nevertheless, I cannot but see in i t  a denial of all the most 
practical lessons of the war. Every event during the last five years 
has gone to show the impossibility of so restricting our  commitments, 
the futility of any attempt to isolate serious international conflicts. 
I am not going to labour this point, but I should lilie to make one 
observation which seems to me to go to the root of the whole question. 
Even if this country were prepared to restrict its commitments to the 
strategic defence of the English Channel and the North Sea, it could 
find no allies in Western Europe who would concur in such a policy. 
We know the perennial restlessness of French diplomacy, the Eastern 
ambitions of Italy, the economic dependence of Scandinavia and 
Holland upon Central Europe. A restriction of British commitments, 
combined with a military alliance with the Western nations, would 
simply mean limp acquiescence in their schemes. Adopt, if you like, 
the policy of Canning--an isolation really complete, aloof from France 
no less than from Austria; but then take warning from Canning’s 
own failure in the affair of the Greek insurrection and the under- 
standing with Russia. Do not attempt any unnatural union betnwn 
your splendid isolation and the bolder policy of your more ambitious 
neighbours. 

But if we reject the policy of restricted commitments and military 
alliances, if we recognize that a world power cannot be content to 
look no further afield than its own doorstep, what do we find ? U7hat 
has been the main difficulty experienced by every diplomatic official 
and by every member of the General Staff in this country in the 
past? Surely, the difficulty of bringing the Government, the Cabinet 
in Downing Street, into direct and continuous contact with foreign 
affairs-the absence of any clear policy, the lack of any definite 
instructions, the reluctance to explain matters clearly to Parliament 
and to the public. It is not the soldiers, the sailors, or the diploma- 
tists who are responsible for secret diplomacy, secret commitments, 
and the ambiguities of the front bench in the House of Commons. 
Their whole instinct is .towards clear-cut policies. They want a 
definite line to work on, and they know that, in a democratic country, 
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definition can only be served by public discussion-that no policy is 
sealed with any real approval or endowed with any real authority 
until it has been placed before, and carried thfough, Parliament by 
His Majesty’s Ministers. 

But to much of the criticism commonly levelled against “ politi- 
cians,” the Cabinet Minister has a not unreasonable reply. I have 
no wish to excuse the culpable blindness of many public men before 
the war, but that blindness needs some better esplanation than the 
doctrine of the original sinfulness of all politicians. What, after all, 
before the war, had a Cabinet RIinister to “ g o  on ” when he had 
attended all’the meetings and read all the papers of the Committee 
of Imperial Defence ? Accumulated evidence, amounting to moral 
certainty, in regard to Germany’s ambitions, but very little that could 
be placed before the public as positive proof. Our whole intelligence 
machinery, in so far as it  was organized and efficient-as mas hardly 
the case with mucli of its diplomatic side-was built up for the purpose 
of supplying information to the permanent services of the Govern- 
ment, to men who had already made up their minds as to the probabili- 
ties and had long decided to prepare for certain eventualities on 
certain assumptions. I t  was not adapted for collecting and dicesting 
information on which to form a policy and to defend it before the 
country. The  mind of the Government and of its servants hardly 
met; they were working on different planes; there was little realization 
of the difference between that class of consideration on which a 
Minister takes a decision to carry his country into war, and the more 
detailed and technical considerations on which military conventions 
are drawn up, troop movements planned, or changes in naval con- 
struction adopted. In short, from the point of view of the “ public 
man with a n  open mind,” who, whether we like him or not, is the 
best asset that me have to reIy on in this country-the asset on which, 
a t  any rate, depends the whole formation of national policy, we were 
still in 1912 at much the same point as fifty years before, when Walter 
Bagehot intervened in the dispute between Cobden and the Govern- 
ment in regard to armaments. “ A t  present,” he wrote, “we are 
Yoting these vast sums upon grounds which are inconclusive and 
irrelevant; Mr. Cobden is objecting to them for reasons which are 
equally so. H e  tells u s  to disarm, but does not prove that there is 
no danger; we continue arming, but we do not ascertain that there 
is danger. Xeither course is wise nor rational. . . . . IIr. Cobden 
always objects to armaments : soldiers, he says, always advocate them. 
Unless me have a businesslike estimate of the dancer, who can say 
which of them is wise and which of them is unwise?” 

The  fact is that I ‘  a businesslike estimate of the danger ” of inter- 
national conflict is quite impossible unless the whole constitution of 
the family of nations is radically modified. There is one more point 
in the experience of the diplomatist before the war that requires 
attention. H e  found that he was not only burdened by technical 
duties that never fell upon the great Ambassadors of the 18th or early 
19th century-he was also entrusted with high responsibilities to which 
they had usually been strangers. The Cabinets of 20th century 
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democracies dealt with each other through intermediaries as Sovereigns, 
Chancellors, and Prime Ministers-Frederick the Great, Kaunitz, 
Castlereagh, Bismarck, and Cavour-had never done in the past. 
The English doctrine of corporate cabinet responsibility, as it spread 
to the rest of Europe, had shattered the old system of direct under- 
standing between leading Statesmen. Parliamentary authority, as it 
superseded the discretion of Itings, cut away the one direct link that 
bound the family of nations together. That link has never been 
replaced, nor can it be replaced by any mere haphazard meetings 
such as Lord EIaldane’s visits to Berlin. As parliamentary government 
means the strict limitation of governmental discretion and its replace- 
ment by a definite &$me of constitutional law, so direct international 
consultation between governments must assume some clearly defined 
constitutional shape, recognizable by the national electorates. I f  
national laws and national constitutions, the responsibilities of Parlia- 
ments, Cabinets, and civil services are, in T‘lrhitelocke’s phrase, to 
“ run in fixed and known channels,” then these channels must be 
continued beyond the national frontiers and be as clearly traceable 
in foreign as in domestic affairs. Otherwise, direct negotiations between 
democratic Statesmen take on all the unsatisfactory features of the 
Conference at  Paris, where the regular diplomatic machinery was to 
a great extent scrapped and much information and esperience thrown 
away, in order to nialte room, not for new and better machinery, but 
for personal conferences of Q somewhat unbusinesslike kind, and, 
in the last resort, of somewhat doubtful authority. This is, perhaps, 
not a fair description of the Conference; it would take too long lo 
examine its working in  detail. But the relations between the Council 
of Four or Five and the minor Powers were characterized rather by 
an impatient desire to get business despatched and to reach a settle- 
ment than by any consideration of the proper constitution of a council 
claiming to represent the greater part of the family of nations and 
certainly more than half the human race; while the story of the 
mislaid wireless messages to the Rumanian Government is a somewhat 
startling reminder of the dangers which attend unorganized direct 
negotiations. 

This mention of the Paris Conference is perhaps a digression, 
but it is important to emphasize the fact that the Conference, though 
the forerunner, is by no means the pattern of the Assembly and 
Council of the League. The purpose of the constitution of the League 
as sketched in the Covenant-but only sketched in embryo, leaving 
room for modification, development, and extension as need arises and 
csperience is gained-is to bring the responsible Ministers of the 
nations into direct contact in a definite way, according to prescribed 
constitutional forms, and to provide them with an organized Secre- 
tariat, with its appropriate departments, such as the Conference at 
Paris attempted, and, to a great extent, failed to improvise, on the 
spur of the moment. 

Now-and here is the point to which I desire to dram attention- 
it is inconceivable that Ministers thus brought into constant conta5t 
with the problems of foreign policy in personal discussion should fail 
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to detect the storm clouds on the international horizon and to form 
" a businesslilie estimate " of their danger. The latent issues which are 
only guessed at, suspected, or argued about in IVhitehall will inevitably 
spring into active discussion and controversy across the Council table 
at Genera. hlinisters will know definitely where a line of cleavage 
has shown itself; what nations are on this side and what on that; 
whetlier the gulf can or cannot be bridged. Only, and this is of 
supreme importance, this definition of the international situation and 
of tlie dangers which threaten peace, can only be attained by strong 
and efficient itatioizal organization behind the Ministers round the 
council table. By an extraordinary confusion of thought certain 
advocates of the League have sou lit to graft on it schemes for an 
" International General Staff 
tlie danger of war. They have imagined meetings of military experts 
devoted to the preparation of plans for all conceivable wars between 
their respective countries. I t  is common knowledge that this, or 
something very like it, was actually urged by one or two foreign 
representatives at Paris. And, absurd as it may seem, it is not much 
more absurd than the much more widely-spread idea that the League 
will make all national diplomatic services superfluous and will super- 
sede the machinery of every Foreign Office. The exact opposite is 
the truth. The League can only succeed if every national Minister 
is provided, by an organized national intelligence service, with far 
more accurate and comprehensive information as to the details of 
.foreign problems, and the precise nature of the national interests 
which it is his duty so far as possible to protect, than has ever been 
at the disposal of any British Government in the past. The success 
of the League, the welfare of the wliole family of nations, is directly 
dependent on the efficiency of the British Foreign Office and the 
American State Department, and on the extent to which tlie national 
diplomatic services are made really central organs of national policy 
instead of mere unconsidered auxiliaries and francs-firezirs. The same 
is true of the national General Staffs, whose function, no less than 
that of diplomacy, however little the public may realize it, is to forestall 
and avert wars even more than to prepare for them. 

The transition from the point we have now reached to the question 
of the international police force is an easy one. It has been some 
vague idea of such a force that has led to the muddled proposals 
for an international General Staff, but I do not th ink  anyone has yet 
seriously considered its possibilities as a practical programme. The 
idea is, of course, far .from new. It used at one time to be the fairly 
common theme of many advocates of arbitration, and Roosevelt spoke 
in favour of it in one of his speeches in Europe in rgro. But it 
seems to me to have acquired a new meaning altogether as the result, 
not of the war, but of our experience during the armistice period. 

I criticized a few minutes ago the attitude of those wlio urge 
that British foreign and military policy should be based on a restric- 
tion of our liabilities in Europe to a system of alliances designed to 
protect the Channel ports and the North Sea. But that view is at 
least honest and logical. W e  have, Iiowever, recently become familiar 

for t Y ie purpose, apparently, of meeting 
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with another policy for whose advocates I have nothing but contempt. 
There are a number of fervent and vociferous supporters of the League 
on humanitarian grounds who, though they are never tired of appealing 
to our responsibilities towards foreign peoples and oppressed nationali- 
ties, have in practice used all their efforts during the past year to 
force the withdrawal of British troops from every disturbed region 
in Europe and the East. I cannot hope to find words to describe 
the miseries, the massacres, the starvation and the chaos which hare 
been directly due to the success of their efforts. There is not to-day 
a plague spot in Europe or the Levant \v.fiich might not have been 
removed six months ago by the presence of a mere handful of British 
troops, acting simply as a peaceable police force. If there had been 
a British battalion in 13udapest last’ February there would, I thinli, 
Iiase been no Soviet anarchy. W e  know what has happened at 
Sniyrna, at Fiume, at Riga, and at Libau; we know the future dangers 
which threaten the peace of the world at  Danzig, in Silesia, on the 
Rhine, in the Baltic provinces, in Syria, and in Anatolia and Armenia. 
These are only the most obvious instances; there are a hundred others 
familiar to every student of European and Asiatic conditions. 
Unfortunately, the discussion of Britain’s duty to provide military 
police for European and Asiatic centres of disturbance has been blurred 
and distorted by the Russian controversy. The unpopularity of the 
Archangel expedition has been used to cast doubt on the motives 
of our Government in. every other region. Here was a case where 
a restriction of our commitments mould have been wise, where our 
action could not possibly be based on any clear policy or have any 
prospect of a really satisfactory issue. But the political school of 
whom I am now speaking refused, and still refuse, to discriminate. 
They care nothing for von der Goltz or his friends in Turkey who 
are preparing to follow his example; the control of the plebiscite in  
Upper Silesia, the discharge of the League’s responsibilities at  Danzig, 
are matters of indifference to them. They have played on the war 
weariness of the British people, and, in the name of a ‘‘ quick peace,” 
they have prolonged anarchy, postponed the restoration of settled 
conditions and darkened the whole outlook of the League at its very 
hirtli. 

There are, however, many people who quite honestly asli why 
tlie British people should bear the brunt of such duties, why other 
nations should not assume the burden, and why, above all, an inter- 
national police force should not be constituted for the purpose. The 
answer to this question goes to the root of the real difficulty about 
the international police force. I do not see any inherent difficulty 
in forming such a force, nor do I see why the Council of tlie League, 
advised bv a military staff, should be unable to move it quickly to  
disturbed ireas. The real difficulty will only arise when it arrives at 
its scene of operations. The essence of a police force is that it is 
trusted by the majority of the inhabitants; if it is not, it becomes an 
army of occupation, carrying with it the flavour of conquest and 
arbitrary action. Now, neither Europeans nor Asiatics have such 
short memories that they cannot distinguish an Englishman or a 
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Frenchman under the camouflage of a League uniform. Even suppos- 
ing that you could jumble all nationalities together indistinguishably 
in one uni t  and make Esperanto the military language of the League, 
your new force will have to acquire its own prestige, its own reputation 
for discipline and fair dealing with the civil population, before it is 
regarded with any confidence. And finally, even then, everything 
will depend upon the nationality of the commanding officer. An 
Italian General will not for many years to come be accepted in 
Bohemia at  his face value as a disinterested representative of the 
League, no matter how motley may be the force under his command. 
Is the League to have a panel of Generals and Colonels, for selection 
according to the scene of operations'? The  real reason why the burden 
of maintaining order during the armistice period fell on, and should 
have been accepted by, Britain is that we alone are trusted everywhere 
as honest, disinterested, disciplined, and just. The Americans have 
the same reputation in most countries, except perhaps as regards 
discipline, but they are not so well known. No amount of juggling 
with uniforms or units will alter this fact. We have recently had a 
serious conflict of opinion with France as to the occupation of Syria; 
the Arabs might have welcomed an international force in preference 
to a French one, but only if it had included no Frenchman, Italians, 
or Greeks, and (if we carry our minds forivard to the day when the 
League will be complete) no Germans or Russians, while I fear that 
they might have greeted a force composed of Scandinavians, Spaniards, 
and Poles with something like laughter. 

I must apologise for this flight of fancy, bu t  it niay serve to 
bring home the real issue with which v e  are faced. The world is 
not sett1ed;'five years of anarchy cannot be ended by turning off a 
tap, by some signatures on a paper treaty. It is essential to British 
interests, not to speak of the human race in general, that peace should 
be really restored and the running sores in the body of Europe healed ; 
and it is essential that the whole burden of this work should not fall 
on our shoulders. If the League is to be a reality, its authority in 
disturbed areas must rest, to borrow an  American constitutional phrase, 
on police powers. But the powers it must thus exercise are essentially 
emergency powers; it is the esisting situation, immediate and tem- 
porary, that calls for their use; when every member of the European 
family of nations is admitted to full membership of the League under 
a settled form of government, the need for an  active police forcc 
must lapse for the time being, since we cannot contemplate its use, 
after the pattern of the Holy Alliance, for the invasion of national 
sovereignties. And in this emergency the only police force that the 
League can use is a combination of the national forces of its members. 
The burden of organization and preparation is again inevitably 
thrown, not on a newborn international body, but on the nations 
themselves. The  League can have no strength save that contributed 
by its independent members. 

I do not know what kind of international force may eventually 
be found necessary and feasible in connection with the oblig a t' ions 
imposed upon the members of the League by the Covenant. I do 
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not wish to spin theoretic schemes out of my own brain for the remote 
future. But at the present moment, for the purpose of restoring 
settled conditions of government throughout Europe, the project of 
the international force means this: that each member of the League 
must raise and maintain a contingent of national troops for use as 
police abroad. I believe that this country must set the example. 
The force it raises must be formed by voluntary enlistment, and the 
Government will have to enter into definite pledges to the people as 
to the limits of its operations and the conditions of its service. It 
must only be employed at the direction of the Government, but, on 
the other hand, it must only be employed in accordance with a policy 
definitely agreed on by the Government with the other members of 
the League, according to the forms prescribed by the constitution 
of the League. In the present state of public opinion, influenced 
by war weariness and suspicion of militarism, it will, I think, be 
easier to raise such a force as this as a supplenient to our Regular 
and Territorial troops than as a part of them. This raises the diffi- 
culty of what may be called ‘‘ competitive recruiting,” but it is worth 
while facing this difficulty if we can thereby forestall the charge that 
we are introducing national militarism under the camouflage of the 
League. 

The advantage of this policy will be, not only that it will set 
an esample to the other members of the family of nations, and thus 
provide the nucleus of a combined force for the restoration of order, 
but also that we, by declaring ourselves willing to place force at the 
disposal of the League for the carrying out of an international policy, 
shall be in a better position to assert our claim and the claim of the 
League to a voice in the policy pursued by national armies now in 
temporary occupation of territories in pursuance of the provisions of 
the Treaty of Peace. Our voice, for instance, in the policy pursued 
by the French high command in the IUiineland is at present danger- 
ousl limited by the small number of British troops in the joint Army 
of Jccupation, and we can only assert the “mandatory-” character 
of the French occupation if we sho~v ourselves mill ing in practice 
to accept a similar mandatory position elsewhere. And it is even 
more obvious that we can only expect French troops in Syria to 
accept the same position as that accepted by our troops in Palestine. 
Finally, one of the most serious problems which face u s  as Englishmen 
at  the present time is the doubt how far we shall in practice be able 
to provide sufficient troops for the heavy permanent responsibilities 
which we are about to assume in Palestine and Mesopotamia. If we 
give to our administration in those territories the mandatory character 
which we have professed to recognize in the Treaty of Peace, we may 
well find that we are able, by some such policy as this, to enlist 
the interest and support of our fellow citizens in the establishment 
of order and good government in the hiiddle East, where otherwise 
political conditions at home might condemn our action to weakness 
and ineffectiveness. 

These are only tentative suggestions, put forward to stimulate 
discussion. With them I must close this paper. If I have said 
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anything to show that for us and for every nation, for America and 
for Europe, the problem of the League and the problem of national 
strength are fundamentally one and the same, my purpose will have 
been sufficiently accomplished. 

DISCUSSION. 
As the first speaker 

may I venture to say I am sure that we all deeply appreciate the very able 
lecture Lord Eustace Percy has  very kindly given us, and we thank him for 
so doing. I have been asked, as the General Secretary of the League of Nations 
Union, to say a few words on the aims and objects of the League of Nations1 
Union and its relation to the League itself. As only two days ago His  Majesty 
the King sent a message to the Rfansion House asking the nation to support 
the Union, I think it is quite apposite that a t  a lecture on  the League of Nations 
the aims and relations of the League of Nations should be  very briefly 
described. I may say I have no intention \!hatever of making a speech ; in 
fact, it  was only a t  the last moment I was asked to  say anything a t  all, so that 
my remarks will be very brief. In  the first place, I think that I should give a 
brief reason for  the faith that is in  us  as a Union when we support the League 
of Nations. I may say that n e  hold no brief a s  a Union for the Covenant 
in  its present form, but we do believe in  the League of Nations. and that a 
League of Nations can be established which can work the machinery to car& 
out the purpose for which it i s  formed. Personally, I am not a believer in  the 
platitude that history repeats itself. In fact, the main object of the Union 
is to see that history does not repeat itself. [The speaker then reminded the 
audience of the state of unrest a t  the beginning of the last century, and the 
sense of security evoked by the raising of a proper police force.] The  League 
of Nations Union has as its constitution divided England, Scotland and Wales 
into sixteen divisions ; i t  is intended that it shall represent national feeling in 
every way, and it stands a s  a channel for amendments to the Covenant, the 
League of Nation’s Covenant, and that is  one of its main iaisoris d’eLtre. I t  is  
a crusade for enlightening the British public upon the working of the League, 
and it  publishes a considerable amount of literature to that effect. [The speaker 
here gave some account of the constitution of the League of Nations Union.] 
I must apologise for giving you these details, and I will very briefly finish. 
You will find the aims and objects of the Union in the literature handed to you 
nt the door. In fact, I should not have detained you with these details had not 
I been asked a t  the last moment to make a few remarks on the constitution 
of the Union. 

COLOXL FISHER: hfr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen. 

ADJIIRAL SIR N. BOU-DHS SMITH : hfr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen. I first 
ivish to congratulate you and the Council of the Institution upon getting such 
a n  admirable lecture for your opening meeting after the war. I think it has 
been most appropriate. I noted in The Times on hlonday that a very well known 
Admiral and a n  old ship-mate of mine made a statement that nearly all our 
diplomatists were senile and our politicians liars. I a m  very glad to notice to-day 
that one of our politicians who has been nine years, I believe, in the Service 
and read il most interesting pqper, has not yet arrived a t  that state of senility 
as my gallant friend said was the case on Monday. As to this League of 
Nations, I do think i t  is a most important thing. \Ve have gone through the 
most terrible war the world has ever 1ino~r.n ; it  has been horrible, and another 
war  would be more horrible and more terrible; therefore I hope all the  members 
here, especially men belonging to my service and the sister service, will do their 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

D
ea

ki
n 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 L

ib
ra

ry
] 

at
 1

1:
46

 1
3 

M
ar

ch
 2

01
5 



69i 
best to back it up. W e  can do a great deal of harm by crabbing it. I was 
talking to a man who was a bit of a crabber. H e  had a face as long a s  a 
scrubbing brush and mas talking about Germany. I said: “ W e  ought to make 
this ;I success.” He began to  growl. I said: “ \Ye have beaten Germany.” 
“ Have we?” he said. That  is  the sort of man he  is. He said the Germans 
are going ahead, getting on with their commerce, and they will beat us  in  a 
year or  two. If 
they $0 not do some business how mill they pay us the debt they owe u s ?  I 
believe if this League of Nations is to  be  a permanent success, not only German? 
but Russia, if that poor unfortunate country comes into her own again, will 
have to join the League. I t  will not be a success unless all join it, and you 
cannot shut  out seventy million Germans from a thing of this sort. I supposc 
I shall not be in  order in  discussing details of the formation of the League, 
but the lecturer has  referred to one or two points outside the League, and perhaps 
I might say something about i t  also. For the last twenty or thirty years, ever 
since the Gladstone Bulgarian atrocities, 1 have had it rammed down my throat 
that the Turks must be driven out of Europe. I t  is ;I curious thing, but by 
the way they arc  conducting matters a t  Paris, I believe we are going to drive 
the Turks  out of Asia and not out of Europe, nnd I believe it will not be a 
good thing. I believe it would be better for the whole world if the Turk9 were 
allowed to remain at Constantinople under the strict supervision of their mandatory 
Power without blocking up the Dardanelles or the Bosphorus. I say that for 
a selfish reason. If we drive the Turks out of Constantinople we may have 
great trouble in India, and xx-e have enough on our hands already. Things are 
worse than many people believe, and I believe it will bring fresh trouble if we  
drive the Turks out of Constantinople. M y  principal reason for wishing them 
to remain is, as Russia is completely hopeless, that they could do less harm 
there than in any other part of the world. The  may they massacred thosr 
.?rrnenians was awful. They can treat people in that way when they are  out 
of +ht, but a t  Constantinople they would be too much in the daylight to do 
any harm, and they could not mnssacre people there. I believe it \vould b r  
the best thing that they should remain for the present under a strong mandatory 
Po\ver. With regard to Syria, which the noble Lord has mentioned, I a m  very 
glad that France is  the mandatory for that country, because I a m  old enough 
to remember the massacres between the Druses and the blaronites in rS61 or 
1862. Although i t  \\-as not a Turliish affair, the  Turks are that sort of Power- 
if they cannot kill their people off they are glad for nations under them to 
massacre each other. O n  this occasion the French scnt out n small force and 
we kept a few cruisers on the coast with headquarters a t  Beyrout, and I n-a~ 
on one of the ships. I often rode about this beautiful part, and I could not 
bear to think of those innocent people being called out by the Turks to  kill 
some Armenians whom they had not a thought against. I think if the Turks  
are kept in Constantinople we shall clip their wings and prevent them doing 
inore mischief. I do wish this League to be a splendid success, and I hope it will 
be backed up by all the people who arc here to-day. 

THE LEt\GUE OF NATIONS 

Why should not they, if they behave themselves and repent. 

LIEUT.-COLOSI,L H. 11’. WADE : hlr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen. I will 
not detain you for more than twn minutes, as I think there are  several other 
members desirous of speaking. Tt has fallen to  me particularly to make 3 special 
study of the criticisms which are levelled at the League of Nations, and no one 
would object to a new proposition of this kind being subjected to a very cfosc 
fire of criticism; indeed, it would be very undesirable in a country like ours 
that a League should be launched without being most searchingly questionetl 
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and criticized. I have been especially struck by the fact that so many critics 
seem to be under genuine misconceptions of the covenant; in fact some of them 
appear hardly to have read it. That is no doubt to be accounted for by the 
somewhat difficult official phraseology of a legal document of that sort and the 
difficulty of interpreting it by the ordinary public. Another feature of the 
criticisms which strikes one is the lack of any constructive suggestion in most 
of them. There are a number of people willing to point out the danger or the 
possible dangers that the League may involve, or the defects in its mechanism, 
but there is an extraordinary lack of any alternative policy. The one point which 
critics seem to avoid facing is the economic argument, and I think that one 
has only to look a t  the present economic situation of this country and of Europe 
to realize that we are not in a position even to support the burden of our pre-war 
armaments, and I do not believe any of the other Powers is either. Therefore, the 
question arises, what is to be done? Some reduction is obviously necessary, and 
that can only be possible by an all-round agreement of some sort which must 
take the form of a League of some kind or another. [The speaker here quoted 
certain figures as to our weekly income and expenditure.] There is also a very 
common argument which amazes one; that is, a suggestion that the people who 
are opposed to the League are in some way on a higher plane from the point 
of view of intelligence and patriotism than those in favour of it. As regards 
patriotism, one need only refer to the King’s message to the hfansion House 
meeting in which he advises everybody to join and support the League of Nations 
Union or quote names like those of Lord Curzon, Lord Selborne, Lieut.-General 
Lord Cavan and Sir Frederick Sykes, who have recently joined the staff of the 
League of Nations Union. Surely there is more enlightened patriotism in wishing 
our country to aid in efforts in order to meet the common needs of humanity 
than in wishing to see it persist in a policy which can only lead to bankruptcy 
and revolution. 

DR. hfILLER MAGUIRE : Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen. .4t this late hour 
of the evening I would not venture to rise in regard to offering any new sugges- 
tions or to set forth a new financial scheme or to disparage the financial policy 
of the Government, which cannot be too much censured, or to follow the scheme 
for the advancement of the prospects of the different nations for which the League 
proposes to act, but I am one of those who before now has repudiated, for the 
benefit of my fellow countrymen, the whole theory at the bottom of the League 
of Nations. The idea that the League of Nations itself, and the arguments set 
forth in regard to the League of Nations, and any hope that the League of 
Nations will put the various discordant elements of Europe into harmony in the 
slightest degree, and will arrive more rapidly a t  a kind of Utopia or Sir Philip 
Sidney’s Arcadia, is n delusion. The Constabulary of the League of Nations, 
unless backed by military force, mill be just as great a failure as the constabulary 
of police in that peaceful and quiet part of the United Kingdom called Ireland. 
The idea that the Russians will join the League of Nations and the Prussians, 
and that the Germans, whom we have been calling every name but gentlemen 
for several years, will act in harmony with the Italians and Yugo-Slavs and Czecko- 
Slavs and ourselves and the French and the Americans and the Japanese is 
repudiated by nearly every single member of the League of Nations to which I 
have referred. If we give up the security we have of our own League of Nations 
-the greatest and best League of Nations on the earth there has ever been- 
of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland and the Dependencies 
thereof, which are quite as self-sufficient and sustaining as the French and 
Italians, because my Lord draws up a plan of diplomatic failure, we shall not 
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be SO wise as we look. What evidence is there of it being successful? Then 
there is a kind of Covenant of the League of Rations, and the noble Lord 
has read it through and the proposed treaty in it, but there are '44 clauses in 
that treaty, and not two of the whole of the clauses have considered in the 
slightest degree the question of sea supremacy. The gallant oficer referred to 
mandates, but who would pay any attention to mandates unless they were enforced 
in the usual manner? What is the sanction of this League of Nations? FVho 
is going to enforce i t? The  answer is, that mandate will do i t ;  but I tbTould 
like to know one nation that would move if there ever is a League of Nations 
fully worked. I have some friends in Australia, and the Australians made some 
conquests during the war, and they told me that they had not the slightest 
intention of paying the smallest regard to the mandates of the League of Nations 
or anything else. Will the Americans do i t?  The Americans tell you plainly 
that, as far as the Monroe Doctrine is concerned, they have not the slightest 
intention of doing it. If we are to give up our supremacy a t  sea in accordance 
with the desire of some League of Nations, will the Yankees give up the 
Monroe Doctrine? Then the noble Lord, at the end of his speech, referred to a 
number of nationalities at present at issue. The United States of America has 
not made up its mind whether it ought to agree to the League or not, and 
it has been criticizing the League very severely, only one of its designers happens 
to be ill and that has stopped it for a while. Then take Europe; one of the 
leading points in the papers to-day is Fiume. Will the Italians obey the League 
of Nations in regard to Fiume? It is repudiated 
already in Fiume. Does anyone pretend that the northern people, the Poles, are 
satisfied with the League of Nations? They have repudiated it already. And 
how are we to get the north of Ireland to do what the League of Nations tells 
them? You will not get self-determination through the League of Nations; you 
will only get a revival of militarism of the most incoherent possible character. 

Then, Sir, you mentioned something about our last meeting in April, 1914; 
but there has been no improvement in foreign politics since April, 1914. We 
were then assured by a gentleman sitting where the noble Lord sits that there 
could not be a war at all, and that the notion of a mar in the 20th century mas 
preposterous and monstrous. He said that under no possibility could the populations 
of Europe suffer it. I ventured to ask, Why? Are there no villains left, are 
they a11 converts, have they all joined the Salvation Army? Ll'hy 
is there to be no war in the land? Because of the Hague Convention. H e  
assured us of that, and I laughed at it with all my heart. I ventured to assure 
the audience that the Hague Convention, which we were discussing in April, 
1914, would not be worth a farthing in September of the same year unless 
backed by our military force, and it was not SO backed. Now the tables are 
turned, and I beg of the audience not to pay any attention whatever to the 
League of Nations except to ignore it. Stick to the old track, become military 
Britons and not an international constabulary, become British soldiers and sailors. 
The Russians do not like the Germans; the Japs do not care much for either; 
the Americans have the Monroe Doctrine, and the League of Nations is a mockery, 
3 delusion, and a snare, and a tessilated pavement of constabulary without 
cement. It is by arms-your own arms, not 
other people's arms. Be your own sea power and keep to it if you are wise. 

LIEUT.-COLONEL STEWART L. hfuRiuY : Nr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen. 
After the very able and interesting lecture to which we have just listened I do 
not think it is necessary to bring forward any further srguments; at the same 
time 1 think that what Dr. Miller hfaguire has said demands a little consideration. 

If they mill, will the Slavs? 

Not likely. 

Consider which is the right path. 
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What h e  has really brought forward is the kind of criticism one often hears- 
tha t ' the  I m g u e  of Nations is  no good because it depends upon altering human 
nature; it  would not be a success until you alter human nature; wars will take 
place as before. Of course, i t J i s  not in 
the least necessary that we are going to propose to alter human nature; all we  
want  t o  do is t o  have peace 'in our  l i fe t imct that  is  all 1 a m  thinking of. 
Future generations can deal with 'their own problems as they arise, even as we 
have dealt .with our problems in o u r .  own time. In order to keep p e k e  in our' 
own lifetime the League of Nations is about the best method that can possibly 
be thought of; anyhow it is the best method that has been thought of by the 
Statesmen of Europe. Talking about the future and saying, unless you ,can 
guarantee human nature will change the League of Nations is not worth supporting, 
has nothing to do with th; case. Then there is one other matter Dr. hliller 
hiaguire has not dealt with which I think n-e ought to consider; that is, the 
question of the very serious position as regards food, finance, and industry; 
it is so serious, unless we can devise some method by which the statesmanship, 
the goodwill, and the resources of the world are pooled to help us all through, 
I do not say that it will be banltruptcy, but something of that kind may follow. 
No better method of pooling the statesmanship, goodwill, and resources of the 
world than the 1-eague of Nations can be devised; therefore, even if you do not 
think the  League of Nations will alrvajs .prevent war, still i t  will help us  through 
the great industrial and food crisis during the  next fen- years. 

That has nothing to do with the case. 

MAJOR C. W. i \ R M , l l  : Air. Chairinan, Ladies and Gentlemen. I regret very 
much that other responsible duties on behalf of the League of Nations prevented 
m e  hearing more than a very small fragment o f  his Lordship's most interesting 
and, I venture to say, most valuable paper. One point which I heard fairly 
fully was the  absolute necessity of a 'sanction for the League of Nations if it  
was to be made effective, which I understand must take thc form of a n  inter- 
national police or something corresponding thereto. IVe are quite aware, those 
of us who have had the pleasure of hearing him on other occasions, that the 
one person whose power Dr. Miller hlaguire pays no attention to is  the police 
of his own country or of any other country. He is a good fighter a t  all times; 
he has downed me on more than one occasion to my pleasure and enjoyment, 
but I do not think that his recommendation that we should disregard the League 
altogether is going to be either for our safety or for our benefit or for our 
pleasure, or for that of the rest of the world. He is satisfied that we should 
go on on the old lines defending ourselves by our  own strong right arms-not 
his but those who, unfortunately, are not with us-to repeat the process of 
having a very large number to defend ourselves if we are strong enough, but 
to pay no attention to those smaller members of the nations of the world who 
are  not strong enough to defend themselves. . That  is  the first and greatest 
necessity for the League to be formed-that, by the  common pressure of mankind, 
right and justice may be done to the smaller nations equally with the  great. 
The  Admiral who spoke-I do not have the pleasure of knowing h:s name- 
recommended us to make terms of friendship with the Germans, as I understood 
him to say, that we may as rapidly as possible be  rivals who will be beaten 
by them in trade and commerce. I have no hesitation at all in  accepting that 
challenge by the Germans; I shall not be  at all sorry if they can show us in 
any particular respects that they are our superiors in trade or  commerce; but 
I for one would do my very utmost, however small it  may be, to prevent any 
opportunity of the Germans having the chance in the future again of endeavouring 
to prove that they are our superiors on land, on the water, or in  the air, G r  
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below the water, in matters military or naval; for I am perfectly satisfied that 
even in my own short t i m s t h e  time which is left to me I mean-there will be 
an opportunity for the Germans, with their amazing application to science, of 
showing us that, whether rich or poor, they will be able to destroy England’s 
prosperity, and the prosperity of any other nation they choose to attack by 
means of far more devilish engines than anything yet conceived by us or by 
them. Unless we can exclude war altogether, war will wipe out civilization- 
the next war-and that is the prime reason we must have a league which will 
prevent nations indulging in war. If ever n-e are to find some machinery which 
will prevent any one nation attacking any other we must have a sanction which 
will be effective in forcing its will upon the greater nations. We can only, as 
his Lordship pointed out, expect the nation which is trusted most by other 
nations-ourselves to-day-to work within the limits of our numbers and our 
pockets, and I would suggest, if I might, the only way by which me can obtain 
a suitable and adequate police force is by assigning to each nation a territory 
over which they will be given a mandate, not immediately for governing pUrp05eS 
but for police purposes, and if they fail to carry out that duty they a t  once fail 
to be and cease to be members of the League of Nations, deprived of all the 
advantages and subject to all the disadvantages which that exclusion from the 
League will immediately bring about. If  they fail to carry out the obligation 
imposed upon them they will be at once excluded from the family and unable 
to obtain food outside their own territories, unable to carry on any trade, and 
unable to have any financial relations with the other members of that family. 
I looli to sanction of that character, economic and financial, as being more likely 
to be effective than any amount of policing of the characteiindicated and suggested 
by Dr. Miller Maguire, and unless we can establish a sanction at once which 
will be effectivcfar more effective than the sanction we are endeavouring to 
apply a t  Fium-I cannot think it likely that any League of Nations, however 
recommended by statesmen, by prophets, or by poets, will be accepted or obeyed 
or will be regarded by any of the other nations of the world. 

MR. W. S. CLAYTON GREENE : hlr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen. Of all the 
speeches which may be made this afternoon in favour of the League of Nations, 
i do not suppose that there is one which will be more truly in support of Lord 
Eustace Percy to-day than that which was made by Dr. hfiller hlaguire. In 
that speech you had epitomized those very things which make a League of Nations 
so vital to the future of civilization; you had all that sort of extreme national 
particularism, whatever credit it. does to the Leart of the gentleman who uttered 
it, summed up, if I may say so inoffensively, in about as odious a form as it 
could possibly take. I would like to add one short point which I think tends 
to be lost sight of by just that very school of thought-the ultra national honour 
armed point of view. I t  is this: as soon as you have this scheme in working 
the nations themselves tend to melt, if I may SO put i t ;  as they come together 
and assimilate law and codify law and promote intercourse of every sort and 
kind, communications by road and air and so on, the peoples will steadily lose 
their nationalities, lose this particular feeling, and the steady whittling away of 
sovereignty which is taking place pnri passir will gradually mean that the nations 
of Europe as we have known them will cease to exist as such. Fighting there 
will b c i t  is not part of my argument that there will be no room for the sailor 
or the soldier; but I would say this: that those who look to the future of 
the existing economic struggle between capital and labour must be prepared to 
find facts in the future with which they will have to deal by the force of arrns 
of a totally different order; there will be cross divisions obeying none of the old 
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culture of sentiment, and those who argue on the old assumptions for or against 
[he League of Nations spoil their cnses, for the League of Nations exists to 
eliminate gradually the very sentiments which form the basis of their reasoning. 

I do not think 
I have any other duty than to thank you all very much for the courtesy with 
which you have listened and commented on my paper. The only other duty I 
have got besides that is perhaps to  express my appreciation to  Dr. Miller hfaguire 
for his very valuable concurrence in  much that. I said. If you will allow me, 
even a t  this late moment, 1 should like to deal with that subject for one or 
two minutes. I do argue that the League or international police force, or any 
authority that the League might have, or any usefulness that the League might 
have, could only be attained by national organization, and Dr. hiiller hiaguire 
reinforced that with great point and with great vehemence. An international 
police force will be no good unless it is composed of national forces, that is my 
point. I know the bitterness and I know the appalling dificulties of preserving 
peace; but what is  the difference between u s ?  You will remember Dr. hliller 
Qiaguire’s peroration : Germany does not like Russia. somebody does not like 
Poland or the J e w ,  otiiers dislike the Japs, t h e r e f o r c w h a t ?  Therefore, Dr. 
Miller hiaguire does not care. I 
make the same peroration, but I say something has to be done about it, and 
I believe I present you with a practical way of carrying on the business of the 
world. That is all I a m  after, and that can only be answered not by peroratiotis, 
hut by reference to the facts. I could not follow Dr. Miller Maguire’s reference 
to facts, I a m  afraid. He complained bitterly that in 311 the 134 clauses of the 
treaty there was nothing about British sea-power, and he asked why we had 
given up British sea-power to the League of Nations when the Americans have 
not given up the Monroe Doctrine. I know nothing that gives British sea-power 
up  to the League of Nations. Who has said so? I have read the Covenant; 
unfortunately I spent many hours in  drafting it, but I doubt whether Dr. Miller 
XInguire has. There is one more thing I should like to saj-; it  really is  most 
important, and I should like to say it in the strongest way to  Dr. Miller hlaguire. 
He spoke of the British Commonwealth of Nations, and asked why we should 
give that up to the League. You do not give i t  up, but you hare  imposed, on 
the contrary, on yourself a far greater obligation than you had before to consoli- 
date the British Commonwealth of Nations. Dr. hliller hfaguire does, apparently, 
believe in what  I have called the logical policy of splendid isolation-the British 
Commonwealth of Xations alone, and does not care about anybody else. Now, 
do not be deceived when you hear about the self-sufticiency of the British Common- 
mcalth of Nations. May I point out that, when Dr. hliller hIaguire talks to 
his Australian friends as to  whether Australia will accept a mandate for the 
Pacific Islands and says the Australians say “ KO,’’ you try and get an Australian 
to give those Pacific Isles which fall to Japan under the treaty under anything 
else but a mandate, and you will have some very different remarlis from your 
Australian friends. The  two things have to be considered together. That  is a 
digression, but do not be misled by the talk you hear OD platforms and in perorations 
about the self-sufficiency of the British Empire. I t  is true it i s  conceivable if you 
devote your whole policy to it, and it is far more difficult to do that than any 
League of Nations; you might make the British Empire self-sufficient. €ion* 
have I spent most of the last five years? Going down on my knees to the other 
nations, to the United States, to everyone, imploring them for men and money 
and commodities; for tonnage and for every other conceivable help to enable the 
British Empire to  carry on. There were times when the British Fleet was almost 

LORD EUSTACE PERCY: Bfr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen. 

That is  the conclusion of the peroration. 
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threatened to be immovable because of the lack of American oil. Do not be 
misled by the self-sufficiency of the British Empire. If you devote yourself to 
that policy, I do not say it is wrong; you may only attain it fifty years hence, 
but with the League of Nations you may attain it while you.go along before 
that time. Ladies and gentlemen, I have only to thank you very much again. 

I do not propose to detain you more 
than a minute. I think we can say that  me have had a very interesting and 
valuable lecture, and that in the  discussion upon it, although we do not seem 
to be entirely agreed, we have had a very interesting and vaIuable discussion, 
and the opposition has brought out many points for the defence. I think we 
can congratulate Lord Eustace. Percy on having thrown, o n ,  the other hand, a 
practical light on a technical subject. H e  has not only dealt with the theory, 
he has  dealt with the practical way in  which it is  possible, or hoped to be  possible, 
to carry it out. H e  has shown the scope of the League and what is intended, 
and I think it must be said that  with that League it is hoped that there will 
prove to be great advantages, and great advantages, I think, not only to greater 
nations but to smaller nations, who arc  a t  least as touchy and tenacious as the 
larger ones. I have had some experience as Governor of Gibraltar, and I do 
agree with him as to the multifarious duties thrown upon diplomatists. There 
a re  all kinds of cases-the neutral person, who thinks he has a right to  wander 
nbout and take photographs of the dockyard of Gibraltar, finds himself immediately 
marched off in military custody to a military prison or barrack, resulting in 
diplomatic correspondence ; and there are other larger questions of coastal rights, 
territorial waters, frontiers, and tariffs and everything else which show that the 
diplomat has by fa r  anything but an  casy job, and if anything like the League 
of Nations, acting as a kind of clearing house, can tend to smooth away and 
bring into touch the rights of both sides and prevent misunderstandings without 
leaving R feeling of resentment, which so often does remain, it will have done 
a great work. I am sure that we all hope for it. Ladies and gentlemen, I 
have nothing more to do but to thank Lord Eustace Percy very much for his 
most excellent lecture. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Ladies and Gentlemen. 

A MEMBER: Ladies and Gentlemen. There is  one more thing: I am sure you 
would not like to part without proposing a hearty vote of thanks to our Chairman, 
who finished up as he said-in one minute. 

The  motion was seconded and carried unanimously. 
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